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PER CURI AM

Tobin J. Jones appeals the district court’s orders
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 (2000).
Jones all eged the follow ng clains:

(1) The magistrate judge applied the wong standard of
revi ew when he held a hearing on Jones’s claimthat
he received ineffective assistance of counsel when
counsel did not pursue a “not guilty by reason of
insanity” defense;

(2) Defense counsel was ineffective when he wthdrew
notice of a “not gquilty by reason of insanity”
defense and proceeded to a jury trial;

(3) Defense counsel was ineffective in preparing for or
countering trial testinony from a jail house
i nformant that Jones confessed,

(4) The prosecution violated Brady v. Maryland, 373
U S 83 (1963), when it failed to disclose Jones’s
confession to the expert who evaluated Jones’s
sanity.

By order, we granted a certificate of appealability as to C ains
(1), (2), and (4). The Respondent has filed an inforna
prelimnary brief as to those clains, and Jones has filed a reply
brief.

After reviewwng the parties’ filings and the record on
appeal, we conclude Claim (1) is neritless, and we affirm the
magi strate judge’ s actions as to that claim As for Clains (2) and
(4), we affirmthe magi strate judge’s disposition of those clains
based upon the reasoning of the magistrate judge. W deny a
certificate of appealability and dism ss as to Caim(3) based upon

the reasoning of the magistrate judge. See Jones v. Johnson, No.

-2 .



CA-03-466-3 (E.D. Va. Nov. 8, 2004). We dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and l|egal issues are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART;
DI SM SSED | N PART




